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REMARKS 

Claims 1-52 are pending. Claims 1-9, 17, 19, 20 and 22-52 
were rejected under 35 U.G.C. § 102. Claims 10-1G, 18 and 21 
were objected to as dependent on a rejected claim. Claims 17 
and 19 have been amended. Claims 53 and 54 have been added. 
Reconsideration and allowance of Claims 1-54 is requested. 

Rejection of Claims under 35 U-S.C. ^ 102 

In the Office Action, Claims 1-9, 17, 19, 20 and 22-52 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated by Dimitrova 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,100,941). 

A» dlj>caased in the Response to Office Action dated 

I 

October 9, 2007 (hereinafter, the first Office Action response), 
Dimitrova et al . teach an invention regarding commercial 
detection (i.e., detection in a set of visual recording data of a 
segment that corresponds to recorded visual content of a 
particular type), while the invention of the proocnt application 
concerns Identification of a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content in a set of visual 
recording data. As discussed in the first Office Action 
response, Dimitrova et al. do not teach or make obvious 
identification of a blank segment as in Applicants' invention, 
even more so the particular ways of implementing such blank 
segment identification recited in Applicants' claims • 



- 25 - 



PA(S 27/56 * RCVD AT 412/2008 11:36:34 PM [Eastern Dayli^^^ 



04/82/2088 28:44 4889459912 



DAVID R. GRAHAM 



PAGE 28/58 



In response to Applicants' remarks in the first Office 

Action response, the present Office Action states: 

The Applicant argues tha-t Dimitrova et al* fails to 
disclose a blank segment detector or the identification 
of a blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Dintitrova et al. discloses in col- 18, lines 36-52 
detecting a sequence of blank frames, thereby detecting 
a blank segment. Dimitrova et al, further goes on to 
state the sequence must be at least 10-30 frames long. 
Therefore, uimitrova et al - meets the claim limitations 
and therefore the rejection is maintained. 

Dimitrova et al. teach, at column 18, lines 36-52 of the 

Dimitrova et al* patent: 

vii Black frame detection. — As stated above r 
commercials are usually preceded and followed by a 
black frame. The present apparatus will use the 
optimized black frame detection method related above to 
more accurately determine if a black frame has 
occurred. If it has, there is a high probability that 
a commercial precedes or follows it. Generally, many 
black frames are used to precede a commercial, but only 
one is needed to indicate whei-© a possible start and 
end of a commercial occurs. 

viii. Black frame and cuts — If a high cut rate is 
detected, this technique has the apparatus look back 
four mnnvitA« (7 200 framp.s) for a seqi3ence of h.l ack 
frames. The sequence must be at least 10-30 frames 
long. Generally, the time between commercials is 
greater than four minutes. If Lbej^e ia <x high cut 
rate, and there was a sequence of black frames within 
the last four minutes, th© high cut rate sequence is 
probably within a commercial. 

while it may seem that the teaching of Dimitrova et al • 
regarding detection of a sequence of black frames constitutes 
identification of a blank segment as in Applicants' invention, 
that is not the case, as explained in more detail below. 

Each of Applicants* claims recites receiving input regarding 
blank frsuftie determinations for a plurality of frames of visu;^! 

recor<aing data an(3 evaluating a characteristic of the plurality 

i 
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of frames of visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a. blank segment 
Llidt Outdiy uuL correspond Lo recorded visual content, Dimitrova 
et al. do not teach, even in column 18, lines 36-52 of the 
Dimitrova et al . patent, receiving input regarding blank frame 
determinations for frames of visual recording data and evaluating 
a characteristic of those frames of visual recording data to 
determin© whether those franies of visual recording c3ata 
constitute a blank segment, as in Applicants* invention*. 
Assuming arguendo that the detection of black frames taught by 
Dimitrova et al . constitutes blank frame determinations as in 
Applicants' invention, those determinations ajLti noL uat^O in 
determining whether a set of frames of visual recording data 
constitutes a blank segment, but, instead, are used in 
determining the location of a commercial in a visual recording. 
Though Dimitrova et al, teach identifying the occurrence of a 
sequence of black frames, that is not, even assuming arguendo 
that such is an identification of a sequence of blank frames, 
identification of a blank segment as in Applicants' invention. 
In fact, a sequence of blank frames may not be identified as a 
blank segment by Applicants' inve;ntiun» Foi las Lance, in 
Applicants' invention, a sequence of blank frames that is 
sufficiently short may not be considered a blank segment- This 
may, in fact, be the case with respect to the particular teaching 
of Dimitrova et al. newly identified in the present Office Action 
(column IS, lines 36-52 of the Dimitrova et al . patent). 
Dimitrova et al* teach that, for use in their commercial 
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detection invention, a sequence of black frames must be at 
ieast lU-iU trames long to indicate the location of a commercial - 
HnwAvAr, Appl -i ran t« ' -inv^^ntion may hft -I mpl *=impn t^rl <;o Khat a 
sequence of 10-30 frames may be sufficiently short (note, for 
example, that if a visual recording was acquired at 30 
frames/sec, such a sequence would be only 1/3 to 1 second long) 
thaLf es/en if the sequence consists entirely of black frames (or 
another type or types of blank frame), the sequence is not 
considered a blank segment- Moreover, as will be more readily 
apparent from the discussion below of particular implementations 
of blank segment identification in accordance with Applicants' . 
invention, a blank segment may be identified by Applicants' 
invention that includes frames that are not blank frames and/or 
that includes blank frames that stand alone and are not part of a 
sequence of blank frames. 

AS indicated above, in Appliuctntt>' ixive^iLluii, Idt^nLIficaLlon 
of the occurrence of a blank segment is not simply a matter of 
identifying the occurrence of a sequence of blank frames, but, 
rather, evaluating a characteristic of frames of visual recording 
data for which blank frame determinations have been made. 
Applicant©* fspccif ication describes some examples of what such 
evaluation can entail. 

For example. Applicants* specification describes, at 
page 20, line 7 to page 21, line 10, implementations of 
identification of the occurrence of a blank BegmenL inuludiny 
blank frames that all (or almost all) represent an imaqe that is 
all (or nearly all) one color. As described in Applicants' 
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Specification, such blank segment identification may require 
evaluation of a predetermined minimum number of frames (e.g., a 
ficjqucnoo of at loaot 30 frames). Aa further described in 
Applicants' specification, such blank segment detection may 
require that a specified number of frames in a sequence of frames 
(e.g., greater than or equal to 95% of the frames in the 
sequence) have been determined to be blank frames of the same 
color. Affl ;^1ro described in Applicants' specification, such 
blank segment detection may require that the blank frames of the 
same color in a sequence of frames be sufficiently similar in 
color to one another (e.g., when each pixel color component can 
have a numerical value between 0 and 255, the variance of the 
average over an entire frame of each color component for the 
frames identified as blank frames of the same color must be less 
than 10). As can be readily appreciated, not every sequence of 
frames of the same color would be identified as a blank segment 
when the invention is implemented in the particular ways 
described in Applicants' specification. 

Or, for example. Applicants' specification describes, at 
page 21, line 32 to page 23, line 15, implementations of 
identification of Lhe ov;tju.t. xenue of a blank segment Including 
blank frames that all (or almost all) represent an image that is 
all (or nearly all) snov;-static . As described in Applicants' 
specification, such blank segment detection may require 
evaluation of a predetermined minimum number of frames (e.g., a 
sequence o£ at least 30 frames) and that a specified number of 
frames in a sequence of frames (e.g., greater than or equal 
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to 95% of the frames in the sequence) have been determined to be 
snow-static frames. As also described in Applicants' 
specification^ Such, blank segment deLeoLlun mtty require that 1 ) a 
specified number of frames in a sequence of frames (e.g., at 
least 5) have been identified as snow-static frames, 2) a 
specified number of frames in a sequence of frames (e.g., greater 
than or equal to 95% of the frames in the sequence) have been 
identified as black frames or both identified ae, and 
subsequently confirmed to be, snow-static frames, and .3) the 
. black frames be sufficiently similar in color to one another 
(e.g., when each pixel color component can have a numerical value 
between 0 cuid 255, the variance o,f the average over an entire 
frame of each color component for the frames identified as black 
frames must be less than 10). As can be readily appreciated, not 
every sequence of snow-static frames would be identified as a 
blank segment when the invention is implemented in the particular 
ways d*»scrxbed in Applicants' specification. 

Even though Dimitrova et al. teach detection of a sequence 
of black frames, Dimitrova et al. do not teach that detection of 
a sequence of black frames constitutes detection of a blank 
segment (raLhex, yuuli a sequence may be an indication of the 
location of a commercial). Even more to the point, Dimitrova et 
al. do not teach, even in column 18, lines 36-52 of the Dimitrova 
et al, patent, receiving input regarding blank frame 
determinations for frames of visual recording data and evaluating 
a characteristic of thosQ frames o£ visual recording data to 
determine whether those frames of visual recording data 
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constitute a blank segment (i.e.^ a segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content), as in Applicants' 
invention. Nor would it be obvious to modify the teaching o£ 
Dimltrova et al- to produce blank segment identification as in 
Applicants' invention, given the completely different goals of 
the invention taught by Dimitrova et al* (detection of 
commercials, i.e*, detection of segments of a visual recording 
that correspond to recorded visual content of a p^rt-l r.nl type) 
and the invention of the present application (detection of blank 
segments/ i.e., detection of segments of a visual recording that 
do not correspond to recorded visual content). 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants aubmit that each of the 
claims of the application is patentable over the teaching of 
Dimitrova et al. Additionally, as discussed further below, each 
of those claims is also patentable over the teaching of Dimitrova 
et al . for additional reasons related to the particular ways of 
identifying blank segments recited in those claims. 

Regarding Claim 1^ the Office Action stated; 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording. data, , 
comprising: a plurality of blank frame detectors, each 
blank frame detector adapted to evaluate a frame of 
visual recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5; 
col. 5, lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the 
blank segment detector adapted to receive input from 
the plurality of blank frame detectors regarding a 
plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
evaluate a characteristic of a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a blank 
segment that does not correspond to recorded visual 
content (col. 2, line fiB — col. 3^ Mne. Q; r.nl . 1.^, 
lines 51-^67; col- 18, lines 36-:52). 
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Claim 1 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data^ comprising: 

a plurality of blank frame detectors, each 
blank frame detector adapted to evaluate a frame 
of visual recording data to determine whether the 
trame of visual recording data is a blank frame; 
and 

<^ blank segment detootor, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the 
plurality of blank frame detectors regarding a 
pluxctlity of frames of visual recoraing data and 
to evaluate a characteristic of the plurality of 
frames of visual recording data to determine 
whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording data is a blank segment that does not 
corx-espond Lo recorded visual content- 

As indicated above, in response to Applicants' remarks 

the first Office Action response, the present Office Action 

states: 

The Applicant argues that Dimitrova et al. fails to 
disclose a blank segment detector or the identification 
of a. blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content- The Examiner respectfully disagrees . 
Dimitrova et al . discloses in col, 18, lines 36-52 
detecting a sequence of blank frames, thereby detecting 
a blank segment. Dimitrova et al, further goes on to 
state the sequence must hp ^t least 10-30 frames long. 
Therefore, Dimitrova et al- meets the claim limitations 
and therefore- the rejection is maintained. 

Even assuming arguendo that the detection of a sequence of 

black frames described by Dimitrova et al . at column 18, 

lines 36-52 of the Dimitrova et al - potent constitutes a blank 

segment detector that identifies a blank segment that does not 

correspond to recorded visual content, as contended in the Office 

Action, that still does not teach a "blank segment detector 

adapted to receive input from laj plurality of blank frame 

di^-ectorK regard -ing ;^ plurality of frames of visual recording 

data and to evaluate a characteristic of the plurality of frames 
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of Visual recording data to determine whether the plurality of 
frames of visual recording data is a blank segment'' (emphasis 
^dded), as rocitcd in Claim 1. Nor do the other sections u£ Lhe 
Dimitrova et al. patent identified in the Office Action in 
support of the rejection of Claim 1 (or, it appears, any other 
part of the Dimitrova et al. patent) teach such a blank segment 
detector. For example, though, in the other sections of the 
Dimitrova et al . patent identififtrl in the Office Action, 
Dimitrova et al. teach the identification of unicolor frames, 
Dimitrova et al, do not teach that the identification of such 
frames can be used in the identification of a blank segment, 
alone or in. combination with detecLion uf ciiiy other type of 
frame, such as a black frame, and so do not teach a "blank 
segment detector adapted to receive input from [a] plurality of 
blank frame detectors regarding a plurality of frames of visual 
recording data and to evaluate a characteristic of the plurality 
of fr^me«i of visual, recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a blank segment," 
as recited in Claim 1 . Nor would it be obvious to modify the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al. to produce such a blank segment 
detector, given the completely dirferenl. yudltt oJT the? invention 
taught by Dimitrova et al. and the invention of the present 
application, as discussed above. 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 1 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al* Each of Claims 2-7 depends, either 
d-lr«rhly or indirectly, on Claim 1 and is therefore allowable as 
dependent on an allowable claim. 
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Regarding Claim 8, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al. discloses an apparatus for idantifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data^ 
comprising: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame and^ if so^ whether the 
blank frame is of a first type or of a second type that 
ij=i different from th^ fiarst type (Figs* 2 and 5; 
col. 5, lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the 
blank segment detector adapted to receive input from 
the blank frame detector regarding a plurality of 
frames of visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of a plurality o£ frames of visual 
recording data to determine whether the plurality of 
frames of visual recording data is a blank segment that 
does not correspond Lo Jiecjurded visual content (col. 2, 
line 65 - col. 3, line 9; col, 13, lines 51-57, 
col. 18, lines 36--52). 

Claim 8 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
r<acording data to detormin^ whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame, and, if 
so, whether the blank frame is of a first type or 
of a second type that is different from the first 
type; and 

R hl;^nk ,c;eo»Tier)t detector, tho blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
viaual xtjuording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content - 

Dimitrova et al. do not teach a "blank segment detector 

adapted to receive input from [a] blank frame detector regarding 

a plurality of frames of visual recording data and to evaluate a 

characteristic ot the plurality of frames of visual recording 

data to dp.t.prm-ine whether the plurality of frames of visual 

recording data is a blank segment," where the blank frame 
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detector is adapted to identify blank frames of multiple types > 
as recited in Claim 8. Even assuming arguendo that the detection 
of bli^ck frames and detection of unicolor fi-aun^a Ueauribed by 
Dimitrova et al. constitutes detection of blank frames of two 
different types, Dimitrova et al . do not teach that such 
identification of frames can be used in the identification of a 
blank segment* Nor would it be obvious to modify the teaching of 
Dimitrova ©t al . to produce such blank segment identification, 
given the completely different goals of the invention taught by 
Dimitrova et al. and the invention of the present application, as 
discussed above. 

In vi«w ul the foregoing, Claim 8 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al* 

Regarding Claim 9, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame representing an image 
that is all or nearly all one color (Figs. 2 and 5; 
col- b, lines 47-bb), wherein the blank frame detector 
further comprises: means for determining if, for each 
color component, the numerical value of a specified 
number of the pixels of the frame is within a specified 
magnitude of the average numerical value of that color 
component for all of the pixels of the frame; and means 
for determining if the average numerical value of each 
color component for all of the pixels of the frame is 
within a specified range and/or has a specified 
relationship with the average numerical value of one or 
more other co3.or components, wherein; Iojl ecAL^h 

color component, the numerical value of the specified 
number of the pixels of the frame is within the 
specified magnitude of the average numerical value of 
that color component for all of the pixels of the 
frame, and if the average numerical value of each color 
component for all of the pixels of the frame is within 
a specified range and/or has a specified relationship 
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with the average numerical value of one or more other 
color components, then the frame is a blank frame 
(Fig. 6A, col. 6, lines 40-52); and a blank segment 
detector^ the blank segment detector adapted to receive 
input from the blank frame detector regarding a 
plurality of frames of visual recording data and to 
evaluate a characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a blank 
segment that does not r.orrAspond to recorded visual 
content (col. 2, line 65 - col. 3, line 9; col. 13, 
lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52) • 

Claim 9 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, Lhe blcmk frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame 
representing an image that is all or nearly all 
one color, wherein the blank frame detector 
further comprises: 

means for determining if, for each color 
component, the numerical value of a specified 
number of the pixels of the frame is within a 
specified magnitude of the average numerical 
value of that color component for all of the 
pixels of the frame; and 

means for determining if the average 
numerical value of each color component for 
all of the pixels of the frame •! « within a 
specified range and/or has a specified 
relationship with the average numerical value 
of one or more other color oompuneuLy , 
wherein: 

if, for each color component, the 
numerical value of the specified number 
of the pixels of the frame is within the 
Gpecified magnitude of the average 
numerical value of that color component 
for all of the pixels of the frame, and 
if the average numerical value of each 
color component for all of the pixels of 
the frame is within a specified range 
and/or has a specified relationship with 
the average numerical value of one or 
more other color components, then the 
frame is a blank frame; and 
a blank segment detftctor, thA bl^^nk segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
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visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality o£ frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segmont that doos hot correspond to recorded 
visual content. 

Dimitrova et al. do not appear to teach or make obvious the 

particular nhar;?>r:hei-i ics of the blank frame detector recited in 

Claim 9. In the first Office Action response. Applicants stated: 

Neither PIG- 6A nor the associated description in the 
Dimitrova et al. patent appear to describe a blank 
frame detector which makes use of color information for 
individual pixels to determine whether a frame is a 
blank frame. instead, FIG. 6A lis part of a flow chart 
showing an overview of a procedure for keyframe 
filtering which makes use of block sianatures derived 
for blocks in a frame (see column 6, lines 3-6 of the 
Dimitrova et al. patent). 

In response to Applicants' remarks in the first Office 

Action response, the present Office Action states that "Dimitrova 

et al- discloses in col. 6, lines 40-52 discloising that if 00% o£ 

the blocks or 1 782 blocks in the same interval the image is 

considered to be unicolor." Since a block is not a pixel, but, 

rather, a collection of pixels, this appears to support, rather 

Uidii cuuLxctdic t , Applicdints ' contention in the first Office 

Action response. Column 6, lines 40-52 of the Dimitrova et al. 

patent states:. 

A quick method to filter out unicolor frames occurs 
between steps 602 and 604, relying only on the DC 
signature. Each DC signature 704 is compared and a 
count is kept of each specific DC signature which 
occurs, (etep 660) i.e., each DC signature represents 
into which interval the DC value falls, so in this 
example, eight different DC signatures exist)- If, for 
example, 90% of the blocks or 1782 blocks (0.9 * 330 
macroblocks ^ 6 blocks) fall in the same interval (have 
hhft same DC slonature), the image is considered 
unicolor (step 662) and the frame is discarded or 
filtered out from frame memory (step 664). 
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Alternatively, separate counts could be kept for each 
type of block (Cr^ Cb , - . )* and each separate count 
compared to an associated threshold. 

As indicated in the first Office Anfion response, neithor PIG. 6A 

nor the associated description in the Dimitrova et al. patent 

(and, in particular, the above-quoted section of the Dimitrova et 

al- patent) appear to teach or make obvious, as recited in 

claim Of a blank frame detector which makes use of color 

information for individual pixels to determine whether a frame 15; 

a blank frame. More particularly, neither FIG* 6A nor the 

associated description in the Dimitrova et al. patent teach or 

make obvious the particular determinations recited in Claim 9 

that are used in making blank frame determinationo by the^ 

apparatus recited in Claim 9. 

In view of the foregoing. Claim 9 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al. 

Regarding Claim 17, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector cidaptcd to evaluate q frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5; col. 5, 
lines 47-65), wherein the blank frame detector further 
comprises: means for determining if a specified 
ma3«:inium variation from puro gray at each pixol ie locc 
than a specified magnitude; means for determining if 
the average numerical value of each color component for 
all of the pixels of the trame is within a specified 
range and/or has a specified relationship with the 
average ntimftrinal v;siliie of one or mor<& other color 
components; and means for determining if the vertical 
and horizontal correlation coefficients are within 
cuj^x^apoxiaiay specified ranges and/or have a specified 
relationship with one another, wherein: if the 
specified maximum variation from pure gray at each 
pixel is less than a specified magnitude, the average 
numerical value o£ each color component for all of the 
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pixels of the frame is within a specified r^nge and/or 
has a specified relationship with the average numerical 
value of one or more other color components^ and the 
vertical and. horizontal correlation coefficients are 
within corresponding £3pcciflcd ranges and/or have a 
specified relationship with one another, then the frame 
is a blank frame (Figs. 6A and 6B; col. 6, lines 40- 
5;^); and a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank frame 
dfttftntoT -regarding a plurality of frame© of visual 
recording data, and to evaluate a characteristic of a 
plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of, frames of visual 
recording data is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content (col. 2, line 65 
- col- 3, line 9; col. 13, lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 
36-^52) . 

Claim 17 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, th« blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a snow-static frame, 
wherein the blank frame detector further 
comprises : 

means for determining if a specified 
maximum variation from pure gray at each 
pixel is less than a specified magnitude; 

means for determining if the average 
numerical value of each color component for 
all of the pixels of the frame is within a 
specified range and/or has a specified 
relationship with the average numerical value 
of one or more other color components; and 
means for determining if the vertical 
and horizontal correlation coefficients are 
within corresponding specified ranges and/or 
have a specified relationship with uue 
another, wherein: 

if the specified maximum variation 
from pure gray at each pixel is less 
than a specified magnitude, the average 
numerical value of each color component 
for all of the pixels of the frame is 
within a specified range and/or has a 
specified relationship with the average 
numerical value of one or more other 
color components, and the vertical and 
horizontal correlation coefficients are 
within corresponding specified ranges 
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and/or have a specified relationship 
with one another, then the frame is a 
snow-static frame; and 
a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to recQiv© input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plnr;^1-tty of frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content. 

Claim 17 has been amended to indicate that the blank frame 
detector of that claim is adapted to identify show-static frames 
(see, e.g., page 1G, lines 9-24 uJT Applicants' specification). 
As discussed in more detail below with respect to Claim 19, 
Dimitrova et al. do not teach or make obvious a blank frame 
detector that identifies snow-static frames . 

Further, Dimitrova et al . do not appear to teach or make 

nhvion!5 the particular characteristics of the blank frame 

detector recited in Claim 17. In the first Office Action 

response, Applicants stated: 

[N] either FIGS. 6A and 6B nor the associated 
description in the Dimitrova et al. patent appear to 
describe a blank li. ciiuy OtJ Leu Lur which makes use of 
color information for individual pixels, or vertical 
and horizontal correlation coefficients, to determine 
whether a frame is a blank frame. instead, FIGS. 6A 
and 6B are a flow chart showing an overview of a 
procedure for l^cyframe filtering which makes use o£ 
block signatures derived for blocks in a frame (see 
column 6, lines 3^6 of the Dimitrova et al. patent). 

The contention in the present Office Action that Dimitrova 

et al. do teach a blank frame detector which makes use of color 

information for individual pixels has been addressed above. The 

remarks in the previous Offir.ft Ant-ion -response regarding the lack 

of teaching of Dimitrova et al. concerning a blank frame detector 
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which makes use of vertical and horizontal correlation 
coefficients have not been addressed In the previous Office 

Action. The Examiner is therofoxc requested to identify such 

teaching in the Dimitrova et al. patent. 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 17 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al . 

Reyciraing Claim 19, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparritM^ for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evalaaLt^ a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a snow-static frame (Figs. 2 and 5; 
col. 5; lines 47-65); a blank segment detector, the 
blank segment detector adapted to receive input from 
the blank frame detector regarding a plural iLy ul 
frames of visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of a plurality of frames of visual 
recording data to determine whether the plurality of 
frames of visual recording data is a blank segment that 
does not corr^espond to recorded visual content (col. 2, 
line 65 - col. 3, line 9; col, 13, lines 51-67; col. 
18, lines 36-52); and means for evaluating, when a 
frame is determined to be a snow-static frame, the 
temporal correlation coefficient over a specified 
window of frames of visual rernrd-ing d^tft th^t -includes 
the snow-static frame to either confirm or reject the 
determination that the frame is a snow static frame 
(Fig. 5 ^ iiLtJp 551 - a ^jiiuw— s>LaLiu frame la uiiiuolor 
and therefore can be considered a black frame). 

Claim 19 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data ic a snow static frame; 

a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
oharacteri shI n of thft plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a 
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blank segment th^t does not correspond to recorded 
visual content? and 

means for evaluating, when a frame is 
determined to be a snow-static frame, the temporal 
^orr^^^ at -i on coefficient over a specified window of 
frames of visual recording data that includes the 
snow-static frame to either confirm or reject the 
determination that the frame is a snow static 
frame . 

As pointed out in the first Office Action response, 
Dimitrova eL al . du uoL Lticich or make obvious a **tilank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual rAnording data to 
determine whether the frame of visual recording data is a snow- 
static frame/* as recited in Claim 19. Though Dimitrova et al, 
teach determining whether a frame is a static frame, Dimitrova et 
al. used "static frame'' to refer to a frame that corresponds to 
recorded visual content and that is part of a sequence of frames 
in which little or no motion occurs (see, e.g., column 13, 
lines 12-28; column 17, lines 35-36; and column 19, lines 1-9 of 
the Dimitrova et al. patent), while Applicants use "snow-static 
frame" to refer to a blank frame that does not rnrrf^,Rpnn(^ to 
recorded visual content, but, instead, includes the well-known 
display of static that is commonly thought to look like snow 
(see, e.g., page 15, line 34 to page 16, line 3 of Applicants' 
specification). The present Office Action states that **a snow- 
static frame would be considered to be unicolor and therefore 
would fall under the same category as the blank frame." That is 
incorrect; a snow-static frame is not a unicolor frame. As one 
indication of that, note the different methods described in 
Applicants' specification for detecting frampfi of a single color 
(see, e.g.r page 3, line 24 to page 4, line 1 1 of Applicants' 
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specification) and detecting snow-static frames (see, e.g-^ 
page 4, lines 12-26 of Applicants' specification). 

As also pointed out in tho first Office Action response, 
Dimitrova et al . also do not teach or make obvious "means for 
evaluating, when a frame is determined to be a snow-static frame, 
the temporal correlation coefficient over a specified window of 
frames of vii>ucil recording data tnat includes the snow-static 
frame to either confirm or reject the dehc^irm-i nation that the 
frame is a snow static frame,*' as also recited in Claim 19, The 
Office Action contends that this is taught by step 551 of FIG. 5. 
However, that is not the case. Dimitrova et al. teach, at 
column 5, lines 58-60 of the Dimitrova et al . patent, LhaL '*ti]xJi 
step S51 [sic], cut detector thread 82 determines whether the 
frame is black frame or not*" First, a black frame is not a 
snow-static frame. Second, even if a black frame was a snow- 
static frame, step 5 51 concerns determining whether a frame is a 
black frame or not, not confirming or rftjAnting a previous 
determination that a frame is a black frame (the above-quoted 
element of Claim 19 concerns confirming or rejecting a 
determination that a frame is a snow-static frame). 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 19 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al. Claim 20 depends on Claim 19 and is 
therefore allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Regarding Claim 22, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blank frame dRhi^intor , the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
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recording data is a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5? col. 5, 
lines 47-65); and a plurality of blank segment 
detectors, eacJi blank segment detector adapted to 
receive input from the blank frame detector regarding a 
plurality of frames of visual recording datci and to 
evaluate a characteristic of a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a blank 
segment that does not correspond to recorded visual 
content (col. 2, 1-lnp 65 - col. 3, line 9; col. 13, 
lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52). 

Claim 22 recxLes; 



Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluaLe ci fxama of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame; and 

a plurality of blank segment detectors, each 
blank segment detector adapted to receive input 
from the blank frame detector regarding a 
plurality of frames of visual recording data and 
to evaluate a characteristic of the plurality of 
frames of visual recording data to determine 
whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recoTding data is a blank segment that doec not 
correspond to recorded visual content. 

Even assuming arguendo tnat the detection of a sequence of 

black frames described by Dimitrova et a1 . at nolnmn 18, 

lines 36-52 of the Dimitrova et al. patent constitutes a blank 

segment detector that identifies a blank segment that does not 

correspond to recorded visual content, as contended in the Office 

Action, Dimitrova et al . do not teach the use of any other blank 

segment detector, either that makes use of detection of black 

frames or, as discussed above, that makes use of detection of any 

other type of frame, and, consequently, do not teach "a plurality 

of blank segment detectors," as recited in Claim 22. Nor would 

it be obvious to modify thA teaching of Dimitrova &t al . . to make 

us© of multiple blank segment detectors, given the completely 
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different goals of the invention taught by Dimitrova et al . and 
the invention of the present application, as discussed above. 

In view of the foregoing. Claim 22 is cillowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al. Claim 23 depends on Claim 22 and i« 
therefore allowable as dependent on an allowable claim . 

Regarding Claim 24, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al- discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blank frame dotcctor, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5; col. 5, 
lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the blank 
segment detector adaphp.rl to receive* input from tho 
blank frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a characteristic 

<A {plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording data is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content and that includes 
one or more blank frames of a first type and one or 
more blank frames of a second type that is diri:fc5i.ejiL 
from the first type (col. 2, line 65 - col, 3, line 9; 
col. 13, lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52) 

Claim 24 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a sot 
of visual recording data, comprising; 

a blank trame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame o£ 
visual recording data is a blank frame; and 

a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of vit>ual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content and that includes one or more blank 
frames of a first type and one or more blank 
frames of a second type that is different from the 
first typo. 
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Dlmitrova et al. do not teach a "blank segment detector 
adapted to . . . deterinine whether [a] plurality of frames of 
visual recording data io a blank segment . . . that includes onts ujl 
more blank frames of a first type and one or more blank frames of 
a second type that is different from the first type/' as recited 
in Claim 24. Even assuming arguendo that the detection of black 
frames ana detection of unicolor frames described by Dimitrova et 
al. const itiite.*^ dfthf^ntion of blank frames o£ two different types ^ 
Dimitrova et al. do not teach that such identification of frames 
can be used in the identification of a blank segment including 
both types of frames. Nor would it be obvious to modify the 
teaching o£ Dimitrova et al . to produce such bliiiik s>«yiuexiL 
identification, given the completely different goals of the 
invention taught by Dimitrova et al* and the invention of the 
present application, as discussed above. 

in view of the foregoing. Claim 24 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova pt ^1 . Claim 75 d©p/»nds on Claim 24 and is 
therefore allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Regarding Claim 26 r the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al. discloses an apparatus for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising; a blank frame detectox"/ the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5; col. 5, 
lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the blank 
segment detector adapted to receive input from the 
blank frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a characteristic 
of a plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording d^^ta is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to . recorded visual content that is all or 
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nearly all one color (col. 2, line 65 - col* 3, line 9; 
col. 13, lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52). 

Claim 26 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data^ coniprising: 

a blank trame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data tr> determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame; and 

a blank segment detector^ the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from, the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaln;j)-hR ^» 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual reoojidiny data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content and that is all or nearly all one 
color . 

Even though Dimitrova ct al . teach the identification of 
unicolor frames, Dimitrova et al . do not teach that the 
identification of such frames can be used in the identification 
of a blank segment (and, in particular, a blank segment that is 
all or nearly all one color )^ and so do not teach a "blank 
segment detector adapted to rftCftSvft inpnh froTn [a] blank frame 
detector regarding a plurality of frames of visual recording data 
and to evaluate a characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the plurality of 
framca of visual recording data is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content and that is all or. nearly 
all one color," as recited in Claim 26 • Nor would it be obvious 
to modify the teaching of Dimitrova et al* to produce such blank 
segment identification, given the completely different goals of 
the invention taught by Dimitrova At pil . ?inr5 the "invention of the 
present application, as discussed above. 
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In view of the foregoing, Claim 26 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova Gt al. Each of Claims 27-33 depends, 
either dirpmhly or indirectly, on Claim 26 and ie therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Regarding Claim 34, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova et al . discloses an apparatus for Identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprising: a blacik frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recordinq data to determine whether thp frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame {Figs, 2 and 5; col. 5, 
lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the blank 
segment detector adapted to receive input from the 
blank frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a characteristic 
of a plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording data ±o a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content that that is all 
or nearly all snow-static (Figs. 2, 5, and 6A; col. 5, 
lines 47-55? col. 2, line 65 - col. 3, line 9; col. 13^ 
lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52). 

Claim 34 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a biank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising: 

a blank frame detector, the hiank frrime 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a Siiuw-i>L<3.Lic frame; and 

a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
charactcrictic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content and that is all or nearly all snow- 
static. 

As discussed above with respect to Claim 19, Dimitrova et 
al. do not teach or make obvious a "blank frame detector adapted 
to evaluate a frame of visual recording data to determine whether 
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the frame of visual recording data is a snow-static frame's as 
recited in Claim 34, and, therefore, do not teach or make obvious 
a "blank segment detector adapted Lo . . . OeLerrnine whether [a] 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a blank seoment 
... that is all or nearly all snow-static,'* as recited in 
Claim 34. 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 34 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al . Each of Claima 35 38 depends, 
either directly or indirectly, on Claim 34 and is therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claini. 

Regarding Claim 39, the Office Action stated: 

DimlLiuvci ill. discloses an appara.tus for identi tying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data, 
comprisinq: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data ia a blank frame (Figs. 2 and 5} col. 5, 
lines 47-65); and a blank segment detector, the blank 
segment detector adapted to receive input from the 
blank frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a characteristic 
of a plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording data is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content, wherein: the 
blank frame and blank segment determinations are made 
for successive frr^m^.s nf visual, recording . data as the 
frames of visual recording data are acquired or as the 
frames of visual recording data are being processed for 
<3./Jotht;r purpose (Figs, 2, 5 - step "553", and 6A; 
col. 5, lines 47-65; col. 2, line 65 - col. 3, line 9; 
col- 13, lines 51-67; col. 18. lines 36-52). 

Claim 39 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprisinq: 

a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame; and 
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a blank segment detector^ the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
cbaracti^ristic of the plurality o£ frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
plurality of frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content, wherein: 

the blank fram<!=s and blank segment 
determinations are made for successive frames of 
visual recording data as the frames of visual 
recoxaiJtiy UciLa are acquired or as the frames of 
visual recording data are being processed for 
another pur pos e - 

As discussed in more detail above ; Dimitrova et al. do not 

teach determination of blank segments and therefore cannot teach 

''blank segment determinations . . . made for successive frames of 

visusil recording data ae tho framcG of visual recording data are 

acquired or as the frames of visual recording data are being 

processed for another purpose/' as recited in Claim 39* 

Moreover, even the commercial detection taught by Dimitrova et 

d.l, ±s not "made for successive frames of visual recording data 

as the frames of visual recording data are acquired or as the 

frames of visual recording data are being processed for another 

purpose," as recited in Claim 39. Instead, Dimitrova et al . 

teach, at column 15, lines 28-37 of the Dimitrova et al. patent: 

Commercial detection thread 86 will not become active 
unless some triggering event occurs. ... Generally, 
commercial detection thread 86 remains dormant until 
one of these triggers occurs. However, commercial 
detection thread 86 could be programmed to perform its 
analyses periodically (e.g. every minute) or not until 
the end of the entire program. 

Nor would It be obvious to modify the teaching of Dimitrova et 

al* to produce such blank segment determinations, given the 

completely different goals of the invention taught by Dimitrova 
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et al. and the invention, of the present application, as discussed 
above . 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 39 is allowable over the 
teaching of Dimitrova et al- Each of Claims 40-44 depends, 
either directly or indirectly, on Claim 39 and is therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Regarding Claim 45, the Office Action stated: 

Dimitrova. et al . discloses an app^^rafns for identifying 
a blank segment in a set of visual recording data^ 
comprising: a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapLtsU Lu tsvalucite a frame visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of visual 
recording data is a blank frame (Fiqs. 2 and 5; col. 5, 
lines 47-65); a blank segment detector, the blank 
segment detector adapted to receive input from the 
blank frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
Visual recording data and to evaluate a characteristic 
of a plurality of frames of visual recording data to 
determine whether the plurality of frames of visual 
recording data is a blank segment that does not 
correspond to recorded visual content; and moans for 
using the detection of one or more blank segments to 
identify one or more segment boundaries in the set of 
visual recording data, each segment boundary 
delineating a transition from a segment of one type to 
3 RPsgmp.nt of another type (Figs. 2, 5 - step '*B53*', 
and 6A; col. 5^ lines 47-65; col. 2, line 65 - col. 3, 
line 9; col. 13, lines 51-67; col. 18, lines 36-52). 

Claim 45 recites: 

Apparatus for identifying a blank segment in a set 
of visual recording data, comprising; 

a blank frame detector, the blank frame 
detector adapted to evaluate a frame of visual 
recording data to determine whether the frame of 
visual recording data is a blank frame; 

a blank segment detector, the blank segment 
detector adapted to receive input from the blank 
frame detector regarding a plurality of frames of 
visual recording data and to evaluate a 
characteristic of the plurality of frames of 
visual recording data to determine whether the 
pliiTrility of frames of visual recording data is a 
blank segment that does not correspond to recorded 
visual content; and 
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means for using the detection of one or more 
blank segments to identify one or more segment 
boundaries in the set of visual recording data, 
each segment boundary delineating a transition 
from a segment of one typo to a segment of another 
type . 

As discussed in more detail above; Dimitrova et al. do not 
teach determination of blank s&gments and therefore cannot teach 
"means for using the detection of one or more blank segments to 
identify one or more segment boundaries in the set of visual 
recording data/' as recited in Claim 39. Nor would it be obvious 
Lo mudily LUt? Le<A<jhliiy of Dimitrova et al. to produce such 
segment boundary identification, qiven the completely different 
goals of the invention taught by Dimitrova et al , and the 
invention of the present application, as discussed above. 

In view of the foregoing, Claim 45 is allowable over the 
tQaohing of Dimitrova et al . Each of Claims 46—50 dcpcndo, 
either directly or indirectly, on Claim 45 and is therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Regarding Claim 51/ the Office Action stated "this is a 
method cliiiiiu wxxtit>yundiiiy to the apparatus claim 6" and 
" [ t]heref ore, claim 51 is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed with respect to claim 8." 

Claim 51 is allowable over the teaching of Dimitrova et al - 
for the same reasons as given above with respect to Claim 8, 

Regarding Claim 52^ the Office Action stated "this is a 
computer readable medium claim corresponding to the apparatus 
claim 8" and " [ t]heref ore, claim 52 is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 8.'* 
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Claim 52 is allowable over the teaching of Dimitrova et al, 
for the same reasons as given above with respect to Claim 8- 

In view o£ th© foj^egoing, it io requested that the rejection 
of Claims 1-9, 17, 19, 20 and 22-52 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 be 
withdrawn. 

Objection to claims 

In the Offint^ Action, Claims 10-16, 18 and 21 were . objected 
to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but were 
indicated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form to 
include the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

Claim 9 is allowable over the teaching of Dimitrova et al. 
for the reasons given above. Each of Claims 10-16 depends, 
either directly or indirectly, on Claim 9 and is therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Claim 17 is al 1 r)w;^hl f=% ovei- the teaching of Dimitrova et ^1. 
for the reasons given above. Claim 18 depends on Claim 17 and is 
therefore allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Claim 19 is allowable over the teaching of Dimitrova et al. 
for the reasons given above. Claim 21 depends, indirectly, on 
Claim 19 and is therefore allowable as dependent on an allowable 
claim - 
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Claims 53 and 54 have been added. Support for Claim 53 can 



descriphion in Appi i nRnhs ' speni f i rahi on . .Snppnrh for n^iini 54 
can be found in claims 41. and 24, as filed, as well as 



Each of Claims 53 and 54 depends indirectly on Claim 39 and 
is therefore al3.owable as dependent on an allowable claim . 
Claims 53 and 54 are also allowable for reasons as given above 
with respect to Claim 8 and Claim 24, respectively. Allowance of 
Claims 53 and 54 is requested. 



Claims 1-52 were pending. Claims 1-9, 17, 19, 20 and 22-52 
were rejected. Claims 10-16, 18 and 21 were objected to. 
Claims 17 and 19 have been amended- Claims 53 and 54 have been 
added- In view of the foregoing, it is requested that Claims 1- 
54 be allowed- If the Examiner wants to discuss any aspect of 
this application^ the Examiner is invited to telephone 
Applicants' undersigned attorney at (408) 945-9912. 

I hereby certify that this correspondence Is being RftfipAChf U 1 1y «nhmi thftd, 

transmitted via facsimile to the U-S. Patent and . 
Trademark Office, facsitnile number (571) 273-8300, /O /? 



be found in Claims 41 and 8, as filed; as well as corresponding 



corresponding description in Applicants' specification. 





David R. Graham 
Reg. No. 36,150 
Attorney for Applicants 
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